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BOOK REVIEW 


A Revision of the Clytrinae of North America North of the Isthmus of 
Panama (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae). Andrew R. Moldenke. 1970. 310 
p. Stanford University Press. $5.00 (paper). 


This very ambitious work covers about 135 species and numerous sub- 
species. During the research over 25,000 museum specimens were exam- 
ined, and about the same number was observed in the field. Keys are pre- 
sented for the tribes, for the genera of each tribe, and for the species and 
subspecies of each genus. For the species and subspecies the synonymy, 
literature references, descriptions, maps, and illustrations are given. A 
new genus, some new species, and numerous new subspecies are described. 
A useful feature is inclusion of species from northern portions of South 
America and not known from the area covered, but which could conceivably 
be ba there. This work is recommended for those interested in Chryso- 
melidae. 


The table of contents is novel and very useful in that it also serves as 
an index. The genera are arranged alphabetically, and beneath each genus 
are listed alphabetically all the species-group names included in the treat- 
ment of that genus. Unfortunately the table appears to have been thrown 
together hastily. In the first 35 species entries I find 18 errors. In fact, 
most of the names designated in the table of contents as “n. syn.” are ac- 
tually treated in the work as subspecies names. Other errors among the 18 
include erroneous page references, designation of a name as “n. comb.” 
when new status applies, and an erroneous author citation. 


Effective writing would have added to the usefulness of the introductory 
portion. The statement of taxonomic philosophy (pages 5 to 8) seems 
overblown and does not contribute to the paper. The body of the text has 
generally been more carefully composed. 


The keys usually work well but users will find some descriptions im- 
precise, and there is even an absence of direct comparability between con- 
trasting couplets. The meaning of some of the key characters is obscure 
at best; an example (see pages 45, 46, and 57) is “Epaulette showy” versus 
“Epaulette not showy”. 


On page 211 in reference to figures 51 and 52 for Smaragdina aviculus 
is found “the illustrations of male individuals are simply conjectural”. This 
is indefensible. 


I have checked USNM material loaned for this study with the data 
given in the work and find a distressing frequency of discrepancies. There 
are cases where specimens are supposed to be in this collection but are not, 
and other cases where specimens bear an identification label including the 
data “cited in monograph” but are not. Also, specimens properly belong- 
ing to other museums have been sent in the returned material to this mu- 
seum. 


Requirements for high quality of graduate training in taxonomy in- 
clude selection of a problem of suitable size, the teaching of effective 
writing, detailed presentation of the methods of taxonomy, and emphasis 
on the importance of care in amassing data and checking and presenting 
the written record. This study shows the results of deficiencies in these 
areas. The too numerous faults may be attributable to the fact that it was 
simply too large for a thesis problem with its requisite time limit. How- 
ever, many of the defects could ‘have been weeded out by close checking 
of the work by a graduate faculty committee and/or editorial examination 
before it was rushed into print.—Richard E. White, Systematic Entomology 
Laboratory, Agricultural Research Service, U. S. Department of Agricul- 
ture, c/o U. S. National Museum, Washington, D. C. 20560. 


